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Introduction

The thrust of this study 1s housing affordability. VWWe proposed strategies for site planning and units design for the market portion of the Benny Farm
project.  WWith spiraling housing costs, the challenge is nat an easy one, particularly in a desired neighborhood like Notre Dame de Grace. Montreal's

*hot" market conditions did not make the task any easier.

In the study we woarked within the parameters of the proposed plan by the winning team of a competition for the site design.  We investigated ways
through which the dwelling cost could be lowered.  ¥We closely followed a methodology that ensured afit between anticipated buyers and the proposed
design. In background studieswe examined the socio-economic makeup of NDG and the Benny Farm area residence. It helped us draw a profile of
an assumed buyer. This data also helped establish an affardability target, and create cost parameters within which we worked. Recognizing that the
proposed project is an infill one, fostered a careful study of the neighborhood architectural context. It led us to a synthesis of issues that we attempted

to respect in our design.  Required zoning in the study area was another reviewed aspect and one that we learned from.

We continued by listing and identifying most relevant cost reduction strategies and studying their effectiveness. The strategies encompass both macro
and micro aspects related to housing. The next stage involved the development of several planning options.  We regarded the proposal made by the
architects of the Benny Farm design proposal as a departure point and we attempted to increase both density and number of units, and lower cost per
dwelling. YWe also recognized that dwelling diversity 15 a key to achieving affordability.  Designing the dwelling units themselves was the next step.
WWe proposed eight different housing models to enable future developers of the site to make an informed decision.  We employed some of the cost

reduction strateqies that we listed earlier in the design.

In the last phase we drew conclusions and made several suggestions. The principal recommendation is to have the proposed housing stock
diversified and the share of the small units increased.  The building of duplex and triplex type units will reduce cost and will coincide with the needs of

potential buyers in the area, many of wihom are single-person households
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Socio-economic Data P.5

Affordability Targets P.6

I order to establish target cost for neswrhousing inthe Benny Farm praect and to identify potential buyers a study of sodo-econom ic data was taken.
The study examinesd eight key indicaors and attempted to draw condusions a2 aresut.

Examnining populstiontrends in the ares wasthe first aspect examined.  Stetistics indicate that the sudy arearemainsd popular with positive migration
Between 1998 and 2001, there was a population increase of 2.7% in NDG and 4.7% inthe Benny Fam area.  The number of units d=o arewby 9.6%
in KOG and 13 6% inthe fudy district.  These results are a definite "showwof confidence” inthe present and future wiahility ofthe ste.  People sim ply

see NDG and Benny Farm as desirsdle placestoreade.  There is no doubt tha there will be swift demand forthe units built.

With regard to howseholds' com position, one can say tha the sudy area has a balanced demographic profle.  There are bath families with children
and without children in NDG . Yet, the share of the sm &l househadd is farly substantia. This fad, combined with the need for affardable housing,
implies that suggesting large numkers of smaller units will make hott demographic and economic sense. Thete are also alarge number of elderly
people inthe neighborhood, 10 general, studies show that senior dtizens commonly tend to remain in their present location raber than buy & newe
home ot andod a2, Yet, one can also exped to ses an above average number of eldedy people inguiing about & newhome.

The largest age segm ents of the population are the groups of 25-34, 35-44, 45-54. This iz no surprse sincethe lad tvwo age groups represent the
baby boom generaion, Onecan azsumethat  WDG, Benny Farm or, for that matter, Montresl st large, il hawe & signifcant num ber of boom ers
v are renting ancd who wish 1o acouire their own place.  Some ofthem e more edtablished housshdds who are currertly pasing high rents and
who were able to sawe the necessary money for a down payment.

The hou=shdd income in MDG and Benny Farn can be regarded as equivalent compared with the rest of Canada. There are, however, a lame
num ber of lower incom e households as wEl.  In 1996 the average household income in MOG was 343,000 and lovwer in Benny Farm: $34 000,
The=e figures can be explained if oneis considering the lange number of small households, prim arily those made of a single person.  In our design we

have atem pted to mest the nesds of these potential buyers with [ow incom e,

The share ofrental units in MDG is 69%.  Itizeven higher inthe Benmy Farm area (30%).  High rertd rde istraditional in Morntred., Y, in the past
o decades we have witness a seady decline in these rates acrossthe Islend, atrend that iz not apparent inthe Benny Farm area. R isan indication
that DG reddents are lese mobile.  Ancther explenation can lie in the fact tha there have na been m any affordable housing o lings built in NDG .

It iz also possible tha most recent units built swwere na affordshle to renters.

The monthly rert paid in 1986 INMDG was 3572 and 5505 inthe Benny Fann area. R ents have gone up sincethen, but these num bers provide an
indication of what people canafforditthey sishtobuy. A comm on assumption B&ased on Sudies donebythe author istha people canadd an addition
$200 totheir current rent swhen they plan to buy.  This provdes uswith an indicdion of what the maonthly payment foe newy unit s should be.

The study then examined the types of propertiesthat were sold oz of September 2002, The average price of & Sngle-tanily cottage was 5304 416,
thiat of & condo wes F200,727 8 duplex was 5260787 and a triplex wwent for $2339,300. These homes can be regarded s unaffordable for the

popLikEtion that we have targeted in aur study.

Encther aspect fudied was the size ofunitsthat are currently being offered to rerders. The maorty ofthem e made oflarge size units (5.5-8.5
rooms).  Onceagain, theze arelilkely old stodk units which do nX represent curent demographic needs, nar affordghility in the Benny Fanm area,

The shove inform & ion endles usta drawy som e fundam ental conclusions, m st notsbly regarding afiordashility.

When affordability targets were set, they were based on the socio-economic data that was outlined above. They were also based on verbal
exchanges with Canada Lands representatives. With this information in mind we established low and high targets. The low target was meant to
provide homes for people with income equivalent to median income in the Benny Farm area: $24,454. Based on the size of their down payments, they
would be able to afford a unit between $69,645 and $81,275. We also examined the needs of an assumed buyer with household income of $30,000.
This household will be able to afford a unit between $85,440 and $99,710. A househdd with an income equivalent to the average in NDG, $42,655,
will be able to afford a unit between $121,510 and $141,800. An assumed buyer with high household income for the study area ($60,000) will be able
to afford a unit with a cost of $170,885 and $199,415.

The focus of our affordability target selling price was to offer a range of cost options to buyers. We bore in mind a variety of factors that influence

affordability as well as a range of other expenses that buyers will incur during their residency.

Zoning P.7

In studying the relevant zoning for the site and later preparing proposals, the authors were aware that the project would be submitted as “Planned Unit
Development (Plan d’ensemble)” [t was recoghized that the current zoning can eventually be altered. We attempted, however, to respect existing

zonhing and bylaws as much as we could.

The aspects that we paid attention to included building width, where one can construct buildings 4.2 m wide if they are attached. We also looked at
Building Lines and Set Backs. At least 80% of the fagade material must be covered with brick, a common building material in NDG.  Size of openings
and dimensions of projections were cother topics examined. Parking, a critical issue in high density projects, was also studied. In a Proposed

Planning Index of the winning entry several recommendations were made, a kind of zoning synthesis for the site, which we considered as well.

Architectural Context P.8

One of the key features of an infill project is how well it fits with its surrounding architecture. In order to ensure that our proposed design would fit with
local design, the study underiook a survey of some main elements that provide good indicators of what the district’s architectural character is. We
concentrated primarily on streets neighboring the site.

Two main building types were identified when the typology of the huilding was examined: single family dwelling and duplex. The buildings
themselves are grouped as detached and semi-detached structures. The building front setback is fairly consistent throughout the neighborhood and it
ranges between 3.75 m and 4.5 m. The building height is also consistent throughout the area. With the exception of several walk-up apartment
buildings, the building heights range from 8.4 m to 9.6 m. The parking types are, however, quite diverse. They include street parking, indoor front
garages, a rear parking structure with shared driveway between buildings, and indeor parking with a side entrance.

The exterior building coverage in the district consists of three main masonry materials: brick, stucco and stone. It provides the neighborhood an
old-fashioned flavour that helped preserve the unique character of NDG and the Benny Farm area. The majority of the buildings also sport porches
and balconies that extend approximately 2 m from the main structure.

The roofs are primarily flat with very distinctive gables and parapets. The ariculation of the building tops also lends the neighborhood a unique
character. Most of the homes also have a chimney—on the building side.
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The windows and doors in the area surrounding the site have a unique pattern. The windows are mostly verticle with a 2 to 1 ratio. Although many of

the original doors were replaced with hew ones, one can still spot many doors with unique stained glass patterns.

After documenting the key architectural features, the study offered a synthesis of what the most important features to consider are in the areas of

typology, height, setback, parking, exterior walls, windows, doors and roofs. Ve considered most of these aspects in the units’ design phase.

Cost-reduction Stretagies P.14

There are several cost-reduction strategies, not all of which are applicable to any onelocation. Some depend on locally accepted traditions of building
and others on what the builders believe the market will be receptive to. \When potential cost reduction strategies were listed for the Benny Farm area,
we undertook a similar process of identifying those most relevant measures that can bring costs down significantly and, at the same time, be acceptable
by Montreal builders and buyers. Some of these measures were considered “macro”. They targeted the entire building and its surroundings. Cther
measures were considered “micro”, since they investigated the dwelling interior and the building sub-components.

Under the “macro” banner we looked at a Volumetric Arrangement. There, the study examined the ramification of moving from single-family homes to
duplexes (two family unit), triplexes (three family unit) and walk-up apartments. As one gradually increases density, the cost of land and infrastructure
per unit declines. The cost fo the units also declines since the units are sharing the same foundation and services. The question still remains as to

what will be acceptable by the buyers.

Examining the effect ofthe unit's width on cost was another issue examined. We looked at a range of applicable widths to the Benny Farm project and
we selected 4.2 m, 4.8 m, 5.4 m and 6.0 m wide units. It was clear that as the units get wider, the cost of land, infrastructure and construction rise.

The narrower the unit is, therefore, the most economic it will be.

The way the units are grouped (or joined) affects the cost was the next item studied. The number of joined units will affect both the cost and the
appearance of a project. A long row will save on the margin of land between blocks of units and the cost of constructing end walls. Yet, having too

many units in a row will have less of an architectural appeal and risk repetition and monotory.

We also examined the possibility of combining structures of different widths. The vemacular housing culture of Montreal has witnessed over the years
the construction of duplexes next to triplexes and at times single family units. VWe looked at the possibility of recreating this in a new project. We
studied combinations of types and widths. Here, too, when more units are constructed on the same block, lowered costs are evident. There Is,
however, reluctance on the part of developers to join different types of units since introducing different price scales in the same block will render the
project difficult to market.

Parking solutions constitute one of the main challenges in affordable housing projects. Since in order to make efficient use of land the density has to
be increased, more cars need to be accommodated. The other choice has to be between indoor and outdoor parking. Indoor conventional private
parking garages will constitute $23,410 of the cost of a dwelling unit. Construction of private outdoor garages is as expensive and requires ongoing
maintenance. The price begins to decline once cars can be parked in common, either indoors or outdoors. Outdoor parking in com mon will be the
least expensive, yet it is not visually appealing. Attention therefore must be paid to the location and the proper arangement of the parking with the

entire planning assembly.

Ground Relation was another consideration when we examined cost reduction strategies. Building a dwelling with a basement or without is a decision
that can add to or reduce building cost. Here, too, the culture of building plays a role.  In Montreal, livable basements are acceptable. There will be
an addition to building cost, but the return will be in the form of useable space. Livable basements give a bad image to the project, however, and in

affordable housing projects are at times even being avoided.

The roofscape can al=o cortribute and influence affordakbility. Here, too, a chace has to bhe m ade beween short term cost reduction and long tem
BCONOIMIC FEMUMR ON iNvestment. Flat roots will be the cheaped to construd (576.320m7). They also fit with the architectural character of the netw
huildings in the Benmy Farm redevdopment project.  Pitched roots build of prefakrcaed trusts will cost more ($86.65/m°).  The cogt of pitched roof
with &n attic will ke the highest (51 45.5.|'mzj vet it has the potertisl to vield the grestest return onmonetary irvestment.  The problem iz an adlay of
money ot purchase time.  This cod can be reduced if an altic i3 designed and left unfinizhed for the homebuyer to complete when means become
avalable., Hizavalid atemaivethat merits considerdion atthe outsst of a project. It can also help creae highly desired and affordable duplexes

and triplexes.

The unit interior com pletion hdds significant paential for cost savngs.  Savings in affordable houang is achieved by marginal contibutions from a
varigy of aspeds.  The finishing of a hom e can constitute a significant amount of the cost and is therefore worth examining.  We looked & unfinished
basements (faidy comman in Mortreal), unfinished second floors, unfinished attics and 1eaving both the basement and the second floor incom plete.

Thelast option hasthe potential to save 2om & 13.02% ofthe overall construction cost.

Chioice of number and location of wat services can d=o congtitutes an important cost redudion straegy.  The cost of & fully equipped aned com pleted
bathroom can range from $4,500 to $10,000 depending on the choice of fixtures. Az a cod redudion measure, only one bathroom can be provided
per hom e Atemaively, preparation can be made for fiture installation of other bahroom s Plumbing connections can be prepared and the house
can be conpleted at alaer date. The choice of finishing is another aspect that can affect codt.  Fully tiled bathrooms (loor and wals) will be more
costly.  The cost will d=0 be affected by the choice of bathroom: fxtures.

The locgtion of =l the wet services inthe house will s=0 affedt cogt,  Savings can be made by cresting & "wet ares" and by Sacking Al the different
floor' s bathroom s on top of each ather.  These messures can conttibute to the owerd| cost recuction of an entive cvee ling wnit.

The chaice of fagade coverage material has a sigrifcant efect on the cost of & building gructure. Some matenals, like brick or stone, are not only
expensive, but have labour-intensive and codly installation.  Other maenals, like wood or vind siding are les= expensive, yet they hawe a 'hoorimage”
and will require long-term maintenance. Inthe Benny Famm project there is alzo the issue of itting with the architecturd character ofthe surrounding
buildings. The common fegade materid inthe area is brick, and using such a material inthe future «wil be mandatory.  The use of masonry is d=0

required accordingtozoning.  Onethersfore needs to consider the use of amix of siding and brick with the latter condituting the majonty.

Having & balcony or & deck can also intuence codt,  Balconies se part ofthe Montreal and NDG dwelling culture and they are conmonly fegured in
thee clesign of fagades.  Their num ber, however, can be limited.  The builder may consider offering 2 first or second foor rort bacony, o shematively
adeck, Decisions asto what to ofer will depend on the owersll cost target,  Options can also be offersd 10 buyvers &3 patt of & menu of offerings.

The approach to the design of the units' intedor layout wdll @90 affed cod.  Sodo-demographic changes and the rize of the small household have
m ade the open plan trendy. R edudng the amount of walls, which dso carry wiring and other utilties and in which doors are ingtdled, can lead to
subtantial savings., Options of intetor layouts can be offer to buyers during the marketing phase.  The offeting will enswre a fit bebween design,
hiousshold com position and cost,

& gimiler approach can be taken to the offering of kitchen bathmoms, laundry room g, and forage.  These functions conditute part of the fnishing and
theretfore are relgtively expensive.  Chocestherefore need tobe given astothe unctional layout and tothe maeralz used.  Inthe pagt few years we
have al=zo witnezzed an expansion of renowation centers.  Components are being designed and =sold for instdlgion by a layperson.  Therefare, the
"Growe Home" strateqy can al=o be explored in the design of these functions.  Storage elem ents are nowe being sdd as packages, and they can be
installed by the hom eburyer orthe m anufacturer st a later dde.

The type of flooring will also affect cost. Tiles will be the most expensive, linoleum or carpet the least. A cost reduction strategy will be to install a
good product at first and have it replaced with ancther more expensive material at a later date. A similar approach can be taken with the finishing of

the walls in the kitchen, bathroom and laundry room. The rooms can be painted at first and tiled at a later date.
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Landscaping can provide another cost reduction opportunity. It is common in an affordable housing project to leave the backyard unlandscaped and
not fenced. A similar approach can be taken in this project. Since the project will likely be sold as a condominium, several homeowners can get
together and engage one contractor. They are likely to get a better price for the landscaping and fencing of their backyards.

The choice of a heating system will also influence the cost. The most economic system is with electric baseboards. Other systems will require the
installation of ducts or pipes which make them highly expensive. The choice is often between economy and comfort. A recommended strategy in
affordable housing is nonetheless not to save on designs that compromise energy efficiency and select good wall composition and good quality

windows.

The type of chosen construction methods is also critical as far as cost is concerned. Conventional construction was considered, until recently, to be
less expensive than prefabrication. Technical innovation, the use of power tools and automation are making prefabrication more competitive. The
prefabrication of the entire structure or a part of it, therefore, needs to be considered at the outset. There is no doubt that by using prefabrication, time

can he saved and quality increased.

Approach to the marketing of the units can also affect cost. The homes can be sold as “a package” or as a menu of offerings. The latter will be highly

recommended in this project because it can ensure a better fit between buyers’ socio-demographic background, their budget, and their chosen lifestyle.
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Between 1996 and 2001,the population level increased
by 2.7% in NDG, and 4.7% in the Benny Farm area.
The dewelling level increased 9.6% in NDG, and 13.6%
in Benny Farm area.

The household composition denotes NDG is a neighbor-
hood with a balance between family household and
single household.

The age graphic denotes that in NDG and Benny Farm
area, the largest age groups are the 25-44 groups.

In 1996, average household income in NDG was $43,000,
and the median income was $32,000; the average house-
hold income in Benny Farm area was $34,000, and the
median income was $24,000.

Tenure Composition (1996)
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The rental levels in NDG is 69%, which was outweigh
the ownership levels (31%). In the Benny Farm area,
renting is the dominant tenure, which is 80%.

In 1996, average major monthly payment for owned
dewellings was $903 in NDG and $878 in Benny Farm
area, and the average gross rent for rented dewellings
was $572 in NDG and $508 in Benny Farm area.

According to the survey by CIRQ from September 10 to
September 25, 2002, the average price of cottages was
$384,416, the average price of condos was $200,727,
the average price of Duplex was $260,787, and the
average price of a Triplex was $239,300.

According to the survey by CIRQ September 10 to
September 25,2002, the average price of apartment for
rent was $823.
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Two key aspects of affordability :

Finding : Income, Home Price And Downpayment

Table : Income, Home Price And Downpayment

1 | The amount that one can afford as a downpayment

2 | The mortgage payments that one can comfortably

carry while still enjoying life

Determining the mortgage payments ($) :

(Ax32%-C)/Ex1,000+G=H
C=H*"x1.9522/12/100 + H*x 0.1% + J** x 50%

or C=Hx0.3%

1 | Ax32% (GDSR)=B

A : Gross Monthly Household Income

Before income taxes and deductions

GDSR : Gross Debt Service Ratio

Typically, household expenses should not exceed 32%
of one's gross household income, it is a lifestyle and debt

comfort zoon.

B : Affordable Monthly Household Costs

2| B-C=D

C : estimated Monthly Property Taxes, Heating
Costs and 50% of Condominium Fees, where
applicable

D : Maximum Monthly Mortgage Payment

3| D/Ex1,000=F

E : Mortgage Payment Factor

F : Total Mortgage one can afford

Mortgage Payment Factor Table

G : Downpayment***
H : Maximum House Price

J : Condominium Fees

* : Property Tax Rate is 1.9522 per $100 valuation per
year, assumed valuation = house price;
Heating Cost is estimated at 0.1% that of the house

price per month (source : CMHC).

** : Condominiums charge monthly fees for common area
maintenance, such as groundskeeping and carpet
cleaning. The fees range widely depend on the type of
structure but will probably be at least a few hundred
dollars (source : CMHC). For the townhouses and plexs,
condominium fee can be estimated at 0.04% that of the

purchase price. For the walkups, 0.08%.

*** . 5 % downpayment is the minimum request for purchasing
a house; still, Zero downpayment is posible. For example
Scotia Bank's "Free Down Payment" is an affordable 5 or
7 years fixed rate mortgage where the bank will pay on
the homebuyer's behalf, the 5% minimum down payment
required for the home purchase. This offer is available
to customers who take out a new Scotiabank mortgage
insured through GE Capital Mortgage Insurance
(GEMICO). The customers will be required to repay the

Household 5% Down- Maximum 10% Down- Maximum 25% Down- Maximum

Income ($) payment ($) | Home Price (§)| payment ($) | Home Price ($)| payment ($) | Home Price ($)
Median (Benny Farm) 24,454 3,480 69,645 7,220 72,230 20,320 81,275
Assumed Buyer (low) 30,000 4,270 85,440 8,860 88,610 24,930 99,710
Median (NDG) 31,565 4,490 89,900 9,230 93,235 26,230 104,910
Average (Benny Farm) 33,819 4,820 96,320 9,990 99,890 28,100 112,400
Average (Montreal) 40,848 5,820 116,340 12,060 120,655 33,890 135,570
Average (NDG) 42,655 6,080 121,510 12,600 126,020 35,450 141,800
Assumed Buyer (high) 60,000 8,540 170,885 17,720 177,225 49,850 199,415

Source (household income - annual) : Statistics Canada, 1996

This table shows the affordable maximum home price. The figures are based on annual percentage rate (APR) of 6.5%, average property tax and heating

costs in NDG, and a 32% Gross Debt Service Ratio (GDSR). For loans greater than 90% of the value of the home, a maximum home price of up to

$250,000 may apply, based upon the price levels in the community.

Expenses that may influence the Downpayment

GST 7% purchase price x (1-36%)

QST 7.5% (purchase price + GST)x (1-36%)

Welcome tax 0.5% for the first $50,000 vatuation

1.0% for the vatuation between
$50,000 and $250,000

1.5% for the vatuation over $250,000

Home inspection fee $150 to $ 350

Lawyer's fees $350 to $2,500

Mortgage broker's fee

Mortgage loan insurance| $75 to $235
application fee

Appraisal fee $150 to $250
Service hook-up fees $75 to $235
Survey fee $75 to $235

Water quality & quantity | $50 to $100
certificate

Moving expenses $50 to $100 per hour
Renovations/repairs

Expenses that may influence the Monthly Payment

House insurance $450 and up per year

Mortgage loan insurance| 0.5% to 3.75% of loan

Expenses listed here are those other than purchase price and mortgage
(mortgage loan insurance premium can be included in the
mortgage) that may or may not involved in buying or maintaining a

home.

GST : Goods and Services Tax, the rate is 7%. On new homes only. The
7% is almost without exception paid by the builder (source :
E*TRADE Securities LLC and E*TRADE Canada Securities
Corporation).

QST : Quebec Sales Tax, the rate is 7.5%.

QST rebate claimed further to a Gst rebate:

The rebate for GST and QST is 36%.

The maximum GST rebate of $8,750 is granted where the
purchase price or fair market value (FMV) of a newly constructed
or substantially renovated home, together with the lot, is $350,000
(not include GST).

Where the purchase price is over $350,000 but under $450,000,
the maximum rebate is progressively reduced.

No GST rebate maybe claimed if the purchase price is $450,000

or more.

Home-owner intentions to renovate (Montreal):
Ready to renovate: 24%
Possible renovators: 6%

Average spending for home-owners renovating (Montreal): $7,485.

Amortization Periods
Rate 25 years 20 years 15 years 10 years pro-rated amount of the 5% downpayment received if
4.00% 5.260 6.024 7.380 10.108 their mortgages are paid out, assumed on early renewed
4.50% 5.535 6.304 7.629 10.344 before maturity.
5.00% 5.816 6.571 7.881 10.581
5.50% 6.104 6.844 8.138 10.822

. . . o

6.00% 6.398 7122 8.399 11.065 Mortgage Ratios in Montreal Metropolitan Area (%)
6.50% 6.698 7.405 8.664 11.311 2002 2003
7.00% 7.004 7.693 8.932 11.559 1st Qtr. | 2nd Qtr.| 3rd Qtr. | 4nd Qtr. | 1st Qtr.
7.50% 7.316 7.986 9.205 11.810 One-year term 4.8 5.6 5.3 5.0 5.1
8.00% 7.632 8.284 9.482 12.064 Five-year term 7.05 7.4 6.9 6.8 6.6
8.50% 7.954 8.586 9.762 12.320 Sources : CMHC Regional Office, Jun. 3, 2003
9.00% 8.280 8.892 10.045 12.579

Table shows the blended monthly payment factors per $1,000 of loan

Sources : CMHC & CIBC

Instead of the troditional mortgage, Home Credit Line has lower APR and

much flexibility.

premium*
School tax 0.35% valuation per year
Renovations/repairs Planned renovation expenditures ($)| Percentage of renovators (%)
from $1,000 to $2,000 24
from $2,001 to $3,000 13
* : Table of Insurance Premiums from $3,001 to $5,000 24
Loan size (percent of purchase price) | 65*| 75*| 80*| 85*| 90*| 95* from $5,001 to $10,000 20
Premium (percent of loan) 0.50(0.75(1.25(2.00(2.50|3.75 from $10,001 to $25,000 12
* : Up to and including. over $25,001 7

Sources : CMHC

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN, ARCHITECT

AFFORDABILITY TARGETS
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Building Width

Building Line

Lot Line |

ﬂ,SlTIH

[ o e i ) R e e
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| H<12.5m | | 125m<He20m| |

| I | |

| I | |

I I | |

e e e
uLM.Srn J'_'I_L=r2.5m

Set Back

280%

Buildings with exclusively residential use must be at least
5.5 m wide.

Buildings with exclusively residential use may have a
width of 4.25 m to 5.5 m if they are attached and if they
are laid out on a lot less than 5.5 m wide.

At least 60% of the fagade area must be on the building
line.

No more than 40% of the fagade area may be laid out at
one of the following places:

(1) set back from the building line;

(2) in front of the building line, the front part not project-
ing by more than 1.5 m.

H: Maximun Height
L: Minimun lateral set back
R: Minimun rear set back

A facade must be covered with masonry on at least
80% of its surface, excluding openings.

The new facing of a building fagade must be similar
to the existing facing where that facing is similar to
that of the fagade of the adjacent building erected
up to the common side line.

[l

LJ?’

The area of openings must be 10% or more of:
(1) the area of the ground floor facade;
(2) the area of a facade.

] >10%
Opennings
Projections as left are authorized in front of the facade
plane nearest the public thoroughfare or its extension, as
well as in lateral and rear setbacks:
- a: Balcony
T b: Terrace
[ c: Architectural and crowning elements such as cornices,
& false mansards,eaves, pilasters and columns.
¥ d: Chimney
] I
flon £
Projections
z,rg? {if No parking unit may be:
fI (1) less than 2.75 m wide and 6.1 m long when it is paral
| & -lel to a traffic lane, a lane or a public thoroughfare;
' f (2) less than 2.75 m wide and 5.5 m long in other cases.
’ ’(yk Parking ratio for building containing more than 3 dewelling units:
' g‘;, (1) Total floor area less than 50 m per dewelling unit
| 1/4 ~ 1/Unit
(2) Total floor area more than 50 m per dewelling unit
1/3 ~ 1.5/Unit
Parking
Proposed Planning Index “
2 Proposed Average
LELARe (m’) L Density for All Lots L
g =
Building Coverage (m?) 3809 E?J:,",:;ﬂ ';;?{:?:r e K ) 45
Building Coverage Ratio % 40.1 Height Storey 23
Total number of Units Un. 87 Parking Ratio Junit 1

Source:
1. Urban Planning By-law, City of Montreal, 1996-

2. Propostion de Plan D'ensemble de Benny Farm, 2003

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN, ARCHITECT

ZONING
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Typology

Exterior Features
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR BENNY FARM SOURCE: SAIA et BARBARESE ARCHITECTS Windows
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Typology Analysis Setbacks Analysis
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a b

b

Avenue Monkland

Avenue Monkland
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4.85m 7.5m am
4 1.5m 1.5m if
Avenue Westhill Avenue Westhill
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Analysis Parking Analysis
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Exterior Features Analysis Roofs Analysis

Brick and Stone Stucco and Brick

= i A4
1 TR
| ! : :H

Cladding Material Stone

Portch / Balcony 2. 1m: | Chimneys

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM AVI FRIEDMAN ARCHITECT ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT 11



Windows

Analysis

Type
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Materials
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Typology

Setbacks

PPV A
b b b b

a a a a

a a a a

]

The proposed housing typology for the new project should be

single family and multi-family housing in row.

Extrior Walls

Roofs

According to the existing setbacks in this area, the

recommended setbacks range between 3.75m to 4.5m.

The most common cladding material for this area is brick,

stucco and combination of both.

The common roof type in this area is either a flat roof , a

simple gable or a combination of gables.

Height Parking
7  BEEAE A Eoat mrerastiia | r- - T - - - il
| | | | | | | |
| | | | | |
S | | | | |
| | | |
| | | |
E | | | |
o s pp——— e p— | L= rap— |

3 |
Street Street
o ) S T E e | | et i il
The recommended new housing heights are two storeys I I I I I I I I I
| | | | | |
with a semi-basement and three storeys with slopped roof. : : : : :
| | | ! il
I I I XN 2
| SN N N T TUp— e | | SO [N T N 4
|
Street Street

Windows

Doors

Fixed windows are usually flanked by two windows of
another type such as casement, or double hung. As

well, most of the houses have only one type of window.

The preferred material for windows in this zone is wood,

However, the material for some windows are vinyl.

Doors made of wood may have more detail in the form of
carving on the door. Wood may be a better choice of door
material if more individuality is wanted and wooden door

have more sense of cosy home.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN ARCHITECT

ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT
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Volumetric Arrangements Width Grouping Parking Ground Relation Roof
V1 Single family Y W1  Row 4.2 meter G1  Four units in a row P1 Indoor access from the GR1 Units with slab on grade R1  Flat Roof s
b
(built in a row) I: (single family) front (PEIIAT E
- W2 Row 4.8 meter G2  Six units in a row ) 1.1 R2  Pitched Roof D
V2  Zipperlots - _ _ P2  Indoor side access o 7 (-
. (single family) GR2 units with basement E
' - W3 Row 5.4 meter G3  Eight units in a row e R3  Pitched Roof with an S
- - | P3  Indoor back i —— -
(single family) ndoor back access — Attic E

V3  Multi-family (duplexs)

V4  Multi-family (triplexs)

V5  Walkup apartment

W4  Row 6.0 meter
(single family)

G4-1 Combination of types

G4-2 Combination of types

G5-1 Combination of widths

G5-2 Combination of widths

P4  Outdoor access from the

front

P5  Outdoor front access with

servitude between units

P6  Outdoor back access

——
Iy all
| |
Addbddddidd]

T

Lan (s

AARARARAR)

Lano (gl oaded)

&

TR

Interior Completion Wet Service/Utilities Facade - Materials Facade - Balconies Interior Layout Kitchen Bathroom
| All Floors Finished U1  Three Bathrooms Mt1 Siding B1 No Balcony L1 4.2m x 12.0m K1 | _ B1 ]@
12 Unfinished Basement U2  Fittings for Bathroom in Mt2 Stucco B2  Back Only ﬂ Km ;d K2 =L B2 —

the Basement 0 | L2 48mx12.0m [ il ‘
13 Second Floor Unfinished U3  One Bathroom + Mt3 Brick B3  Front Only ﬂ i % K3 O B3 :

Powder Room IE 8 Ll Lo \Lﬂ. @‘
14 Unfinished Attic U4  One Bathroom B4  Front and Back L3 54mx12.0m K4 = B4

;ani ﬁ % % 1 U -
15 Second Floor and U5  Separated PLumbing i I
Basement Unfinished L4 6.0mx12.0m
U6  Back to Back Plumbing % %
Storage Flooring Cabinets Bathroom Walls Landscaping Heating System Cons. Techniques Marketing Strategies
S1 F1 Carpet C1  Melamine @ W1  Paint Y1 No Grass ‘ D H1  Electric CT1 Conventional @ MS1 Offer Package
7

S2 F2  Linoleum C2 oOak W2  Tiles Y2  Grass H2 Gas CT2 Prefabricated %% MS2 Menu @
S3 F3  Tiles Y3  Deck m H3 oi
sS4 F4 Parquet

s5 [
s6 ]

" EA

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN ARCHITECT

COST REDUCTION STRATEGIES
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Volumetric Arrangements

V1 Single family ( built in a row)

| | | | |

T AIAITAIA
| ! a|b | al|b
lalb| albl al[[b | a[]|P
i i 4 a b a b L
T e

V2 Zipper lots

T |T ([T

R

R N S NN
: : b b b b

i i a a a a

: : 7 4 a a a p
[ 7

V4 Multi-family ( triplexs)

R T

R N S S AT
i i C o] C [

: : b b b b

l | 4 allla | allla b
STt L

V5 Walkup Apartment

r- - - - - - - = il

: I il [V AU Al
: i: c c c c
| il b| b| b| b
: 4 1 a a a ap
i - 7

Comparation of efficiency between units with
different volumetric arrangements*

Land Infra. Construction
V1 1.00 1.00 1.00
V2 1.50** 1.50* 0.95*
V3 2.00* 2.00* 1.80***
V4 3.00* 3.00* 2.60%***
V5 3.00** 3.00* 2.70%**

* : Different housing types with same floor area.

** : Estimation.

*** :Considering extra expense on the finished attic.

**** :Considering extra expense on the additional kitchens,

baths, entry/exit, and seperate heating and electric.

Example :

Unit (V1) description : 2-story, 1 full bath, 1 kitchen,
finished basement.

Unit (V1) width : 6m  unit depth : 12m

Lot depth : 30m

Land cost : $269.10 / sq.m.

Land Cost (3) | Eff.*| Cons.Cost* (3)| Eff.*
V1 48,438 1.00 113,374 1.00
V2 36,329 1.50 117,031 0.97
V3 24,219 2.00 62,827 1.80
V4 16,146 3.00 42,951 2.64
V5 16,146 3.00 42,446 2.67

Eff. : Efficiency, compared with V1.

Cons. Cost : Construction cost for inner unit.

Width

W1 Row 4.2 meter (single family)

UDAAUIAL

T4.2m 4.2m| 4.2m| 4.2m
1 1

W2 Row 4.8 meter (single family)

[ e E |
| |

>

UL

a b a

/ b

LI4.8m 4.8m 4.8mr
1 1

W3 Row 5.4 meter (single family)

>

U}|\/|Q

a b

O

L[ 5.4m 5.4m 5.4m I.J
1

W4 Row 6.0 meter (single family)

]

AU
d |

a b a

vy b A

= [

1 6m 6m 6m
1

Unit description : 2-story, 1 full bath, 1 half bath, 1 kitchen,
finished basement.

Unit width : 4.2m/ 4.8m/ 5.4m/ 6m unit depth : 12m

Lot depth : 30m

Land cost : $269.10 / sq.m.

Land Cost () |S.*(%)| Cons. Cost*($) |S.*(%)
W1 33,907 30.00 93,616 15.98
W2 38,750 20.00 96,779 13.14
W3 43,594 10.00 103,804 6.83
W4 48,438 0.00 111,416 0.00

Cons. Cost* : Construction Cost for inner unit.

S* : Saving, compared with W4.

Saving on the land cost shows inverse ratio that of unit's width.

Base cost per square foot of living area is higher for a smaller
unit with narrow width, compared with a bigger unit with wider
width.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN ARCHITECT

COST REDUCTION STRATEGIES
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Grouping

G1 Four units in a row

IAUAIAY

b

a b a
a b a b
7 a b a b

G2 Six units in a row

_

Ja

IIAIATALIA

a b a
b a b a b a
b a

G3 Eight units in a row

7 b a b a

77,

O

Comparation between units in a row
and single family detached house*

Units-Grouping

Saving (%)
Land Infra. Building***
G1 50.0* 50.0** 7.50
G2 50.0% 50.0** 8.33
G3 50.0* 50.0** 8.75

Comparation of efficiency between townhouses
with different number of units

Land Infra. Building***
G1 1.00 1.00 1.000
G2 1.07 1.07 1.009
G3 1.11 1.11 1.014

* : Different housing types with same unit size.
** . Estimation.

*** . The construction cost of an inner unit of a townhouse is

90% that of a single family detached house.

The construction cost of an end unit of a townhouse is

95% that of a single family detached house.

Example :

Unit description : 2-story, 1 full bath, 1 half bath, 1 kitchen,

finished basement.

Assumed side setback is one-half that of the unit's width.

Unit width : 6m  unit depth : 12m

a | b b | a
al|l| b | a|l|l]l b | a|]|] b | al]] b
1 a b a b | a b | a b [
_ _ .

Lot width : 12m (single family detached house)

Lot depth : 30m

6m (townhouse)

Land cost : $269.10 / sq.m.

%4.2} 4.2rh 42m | 4.2> 48m | 4-8'5 4.8m 4'8"'\

Land Cost ($) Construction Cost ()

Total Unit Eff.*| Total Unit Eff.*

Ga*| 96,876 | 96,876 | 0.63 | 150,459 | 150,459 | 0.925
Gb*| 145314 | 72,657 | 0.83 | 285871| 142,936 | 0.974
G1 | 242,190 | 60,548 | 1.00 | 556,698 | 139,175 | 1.000
G2 | 339,066 | 56,511 | 1.07 | 827,524 | 137,921 | 1.009
G3 | 435,942 | 54,493 | 1.11 |1,098,351| 137,294 | 1.014

Eff* : Efficiency, compared with G1.

Ga* : Single family detached house.

Gb* : Semi-detached house.

\\ \
54m | 54m | 54m | 5.4m 6.0m J 6.0m 6.0m 6.0m
T T T T T T T

G4-1 Combination of types

[ U 00 VA VA T

b
a b b b a
7] a b b b a_p7
K ) _
l 6m 4.8m 4.8m 4.8m 1[ 4.8m 6m

1 1 1

G4-2 Combination of types

PP PATIIAT

b e e e e b

77 _a d d d d a

6m 4.8m (4.8m

e

®

3 N

b

»

3
N

I

A

6m

G5-1 Combination of Widths

AIAPAAALATIAEA

Ai Bi Be
Ae| | |AI Ai Ai Bi Bi Bi Be

Ae| | |AI Ai Ai Bi Bi Bi Be N

T T T j T T T

G5-2 Combination of Widths

PUAYAAALALIATEA

Ci Di

De

Ce|l | [Ci Ci Ci Di Di Di De
Ce| | [Ci Ci Ci Di Di Di De N

T

G4-1 description : 2-story, 1 full bath, 1 half bath, 1 kitchen,
finished basement.
G4-2 description : 2-story, 1 full bath for each unit, 1 kitchen for

each unit finished basement used as one unit.

Assumed side setback is one-half that of the unit's width.
Unit width : 6m / 4.8m  unit depth : 12m

Lot depth : 30m

Land cost : $269.10 / sq.m.

Land Cost ($) Construction Cost ($)

End U. [Inner U. [S.%(%)| End U. |S.*(%)|Inner U./S.*(%)

G4-1| 72,657 | 38,750 | 0.00|142,936| 0.00|116,922| 0.00

G4-2| 24,219| 12,917 |66.67| 54,267 |62.03| 45,248 |61.30

S* : Saving.
G4-1 : Townhouse.
G4-2 : Plex.

Unit description : 2-story, 1 full bath, 1 half bath, 1 kitchen,
finished basement.

Assumed side setback is one-half that of the unit's width.

Unit width : 4.2m/ 4.8m/ 5.4m/ 6m unit depth : 12m

Lot depth : 30m

Land cost : $269.10 / sq.m.

Land Cost (3) |S.*(%)| Cons. Costt$) |S.*(%)

G5-1 326,957 909,653

Ai 33,907 53.33 110,745 21.28

Ae 50,860 30.00 116,897 16.90

Bi 38,750 46.67 113,553 19.28

Be 58,126 20.00 119,862 14.80
G5-2 414,145 1,041,768

Ci 43,594 40.00 123,604 12.14

Ce 65,391 10.00 130,471 7.25

Di 48,438 33.33 133,271 5.26

De 72,657 0.00 140,675 0.00

Cons. Cost* : Construction Cost.

S* : Saving, compared with De.

Saving on the land cost shows inverse ratio that of unit's width.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN ARCHITECT

COST REDUCTION STRATEGIES
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Parking Parking

P1 Indoor access from the front Built-In Garag e 1) P5 Outdoor front access with servitude between units
F—g=—=-T—-=-r - Constructed under the second floor living space (and above - - -gmy- - " - " - "" -r-"
: ! : ! : basement level of dwelling). Reduces gross square feet of living : ! m ' : : ! “ ! :
| | | area. | | | |
| | | | I | |
| | | | | | |
'ﬁ___&]}__]&' 65 7 Basement Garage (P2, P3) L g S I S S
7 o Constructed under the roof of the dwelling but below the living | |
Street on ground
area. Street Street
a b
Detached Garage (P5a, P6b)
P2  Indoor side access Constructed apart fron the main dwelling. Shares no common P6 Outdoor back access
area or wall with the dwelling. Street Street
r—- T - - T - - - " r_______"_—| I—_______“——l
I I I I I | | | |
= e, Cost for each parking place () ! ! ! !
| | | |
! — ! Land |Excavation| Driveway | Building Total I I I I
! ! I | I I
I 7 I P1 7,265 655 15,490 23,410 | \ | | | e |
it St =2lalg 7 P2 6.458 428 654 | 7607 | 15237 AbAAAAAAAL (ANANANANAN
Street basement P3 10,162 227 1,183 5773 17,345 Lane (single loaded) Lane (single loaded)
P4a 9,688 1,340 11,028 a b
P4b 9,688 1,340 11,028
P5a | 14,531 2,011 16,542 G Relati
P3 " Indoor back access P5b | 14,531 1341 | 7928 | 23,800 round Relation
"“:“"“Ir _________ - P6a 9,688 1,340 11,028
| S S S S S P6b 9,688 670 7,511 17,869 GR1 Units with slab on grade ~ GR2 Units with basement Unit description : 2-story, 1 full bath, 1 half bath, 1 kitchen,

with/ without finished/ unfinished basement.

L - J4 - - 4 - - L - - - - - - - - - = - — —

- B Jal AU AU DA Unitwidtn: 6m  unit dopin 12m
a b

a b Cons. Cost*($) | Eff.*
Street . b a b GR1 No Basement 144,366 1.21
7 a b / GR2 | Unfinished Basement 168,713 1.08
_ % Finished Basement 182,429 1.00

Cons. Cost* : Construction Cost.
P4 Outdoor access from the front

Eff* : Efficiency, the bigger the better.

r—- - —1— - — 7 r—- - - - 7T - - - 7
| | I | I | I
| I | I I Roofs
| I | I I
| I | I
| I | I R1 Flat Roof =~ R2 Pitched Roof =~ R3 Pitched Roof with an Attic .
| | | | Comparation of cost per sq. m.($)
L - — — — 4 - - — —_ — 4 - = .}
1 i Material |Installation Total
Street Street 1 1 Frame | Roof |Frame | Roof |Frame| Roof | Total
|:| :| R1 | 16.47| 24.65| 14.42| 20.88| 30.89| 45.43| 76.32
a b \:l I:l \:l R2 | 36.38| 9.26 | 24.76| 16.25| 61.14| 25.51| 86.65
R3 | 38.64| 19.70| 32.19| 55.97| 70.83| 75.67| 146.50*
\:| I:’ \:| *: Cost for unfinished attic. Cost for finished attic is $256.40/sq.m.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM AVI FRIEDMAN ARCHITECT
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Interior Completion

Wet Service/Utilities

11 Al Floors Finished

D

12 Unfinished Basement

D

I3 Second Floor Unfinished

)

14 Unfinished Attic

)

I5 Second Floor and Basement Unfinished

)

Cost per unit

$)

4.2m**| 4.8m**| 54m**| 6.0m** | Saving (%)
1 125,744 143,707 161,670 170,659 0.00
12 116,450 133,086 149,722 157,828 7.45"
13 118,428 136,247 153,090 161,590 5.57***
14 129,436 147,926 166,416 175,933 -3.02***
15 109,134 125,626 141,142 148,759 13.02**

*: Unit's depth is 12m, inner unit.
** . Width of the unit.

*** . Average saving, compared with 11.

U1 Three Bathrooms

-

T

— o —

T2

U3 One Bathroom
+Powder Room

N

U5  Separated Plumbing

wC

U2 Fittings for Bathroom
in the Basement

-

T

U4  One Bathroom

N

U6 Back to Back Plumbing

wC

Cost (3) Saving (%)
U1 11,695 0.00
u2 10,740 8.17
u3 6,718 42.56
U4 4,620 60.50

Cost per linear meter ($)
Cast Iron Pipe (4" d) 49.62
Copper Pipe (3/4" d) 15.32
Plastic Pipe (1" d) 19.72
Steel Pipe (1" d) 19.19
Example
Cost ($) Saving (%)

us 8,006 0.00
U6 7,364 8.02
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Facade Design - Material Interior Layout
Mt1  Siding Mt2 Stucco : Cost per sq. m. ($) L1 42mxi20m Interior cost for each floor ($)
Material Labor Total Wall Doors | Bath |Kitchen| Total
Mt1 17.01 19.05 36.17 L1|8 735.00 | 137052 | 3898.40 6003.92
Mt2 3.98 28.74 44.67 B L B 1st | 1209.60 | 1370.52 | 3898.40 | 4107.40 | 10338.08
Mt3 33.80 68.25 102.05 W46, - ] 2nd| 1008.00 | 2409.40 | 3898.40 7315.80
we E L2 |8 840.00 | 1370.52 | 3898.40 6108.92
% « % 1st | 138240 | 137052 | 3898.40 | 4107.40 | 10758.72
" D 5 2nd| 1152.00 | 2409.40 | 3898.40 7459.80
W J L3|B 945.00 | 137052 | 3898.40 6213.92
B 1st 2nd 1st | 1555.20 | 137052 | 3898.40 | 4107.40 | 10931.52
2nd| 1296.00 | 3385.68 | 3898.40 8580.08
L2  48mx120m L4 |B | 2304.00 | 368345 | 389840 | 4107.40 | 13993.25
Mt3  Brick 1st| 2304.00 | 3683.45 | 3898.40 | 4107.40 | 13993.25

2nd| 2304.00 | 3683.45 | 3898.40 | 4107.40 | 13993.25

o] w

[ 1 B

B 1st 2nd
Facade Design - Balconies
Cost per sq. m. ($) L3 s4mxi2om
B1 No Balcony B2  Back Only 2.32sq.m. 4.65 sq. m. 9.29 sq. m.
B2 339.15 227.29 177.31 E o
B3 339.15 227.29 177.31 - 1 %
B4 678.30 454.58 354.62 ] we
’I ’:l
B
B 1st 2nd
L4 60mx120m
B3 Front Only B4 Front and Back
B B B B
wC _l wcC
K K

=

1F,2F

L
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Kitchen
Type Cost ($)
K1 K2 K1 2,866
K2 3,525
e
K3 3,676
= - K4 3,759
Appliances include refrigerator, range
“' - (76.2cm free standing, 1 oven), sink,
— ‘L DwW and dishwasher (all appliances include
L L1 O plumbing and electrical rough-in and
| —
hook-ups);
kitchen system include bottom
K3 Ka y
cabinets, counter top, top cabinets,
| and soffit framing;
DWW all in economy grade.
Tow
Bathroom
Type Cost (8)
B1 B2 B1 2,603
B2 3,038
_ B3 2,965
N~ | [ N B4 2,824
: \ —
5
B3 B4

Laundry
Type Cost ($)
L1 L2 L1 3,971
L2 4,007
= L3 2,640
[URI L4 3,755
Mechanical facilities not included.
1?\ W T . Floor area is shared by laundry and
| : ) mechanical when they are arranged in
one room.
L3 L4
Dryer above washer. —
Storage
Type Cost (8)
S1 S1 304
S2 439
S3 620
S2 S4 300
S5 230
S6 250
S7 414

IR/ELA

[IRTINNIN]

Vi
TIVIRTY
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Flooring Landscaping
Cost per sq. ®) Y1 No Grass Y2 Grass Y3 Deck Cost per sq. m. )
F1  Carpet F2  Linoleum Material Labor Total Material Installation Total
F1 6.57~68.68 6.24~7.53 12.81~75.67 Y1 0.00 0.00 0.00
F2 14.53~15.72 7.00 21.53~22.71 Y2 6.35 0.54 6.89
F3 44.03 17.33 61.36 Y3 69.11 37.03 106.24
F4 28.53~75.78 26.16~37.46 54.68~113.24
Heating System
F3 Tiles F4 Parquet
Cost per system* (9)
H1 Electric H2 Gas H3 oi Material Installation Total
H1 843.70 969.10 1812.80
H2 2036.12 1773.24 3809.37
H3 2316.73 1955.98 4272.71
/ mﬂ * : Heating only, 1200 sq. ft. building.
Cabinets Construction Techniques
) Cost per linear meter (%) Form Enhance affordability
C1  Melamine C2 Oak Material Labor Total CT1 Conventional CT2 Prefabricated CT2| Prefabricated components| 1. Speed up construction by
C1 142.92 29.27 172.18 Modular housing a. reduce on-site labor,
C2 524.03 44.39 568.42 Manufactured housing b. allow for year-round construction
c. higher safety and comfort level
for workers.
1. Lower material costs by
a. quantity purchasing of materials,
b. mass production assembly
techniques,
c. use of less skilled labor.
Manufactured housing reduces by about one third the required income
to carry a home compared to a conventionally built home of the same
size (source: CMHC).
Bathroom Walls Marketing Strategies
: . Cost per sq. m. (%)
W1 Paint W2 Tiles
Material Labor Total MS1 Offer Package MS2 Menu
W1 12.92 28.31 41.23
W2 24.00 16.47 40.47
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Planning Options

The geegraphic area on which vwwe concentrated our planning effots weas themairet sechor at the west end of thesde, Ve regarded the option
suggested by 5aia et Barbarese, Architects in their original proposal a5 a3 departure point.  According to our estimation the cost of the wo-storey
single-famihy tomnhouses inthe proposedscheme would be F199,252.  The cost of the threestorey single-family townhous es would be $214,283,
affordable to a buyerwith anincome of ower $G0000, which & the upper end of the buyers' affordability scale.  In the original plan there was also a
dezign for [arge wak-up units at 3 cost of $134,935 and smallar unfts at 3 cost of 57,967, W aetherefore wanted to offer aftarnative schemes that will
include units with liwer coste than the original options. Webased ourtargat cozt on the leval of income inthe study area and we w anted to offar 2=
wide as possible range of affordable units, We ako bore in mind the demeographic make up ofthe population in the district which one assumes will

constitute the buk ofthe homebuyers.'

e therefare prepared five additional planning options.  In eash option we gradually inereasedthe dersity and, 2= aresuk, the number of u nits, which
contributed to lewering the dmellings' costs.  Densification, howewer, & 3 double-edged svword. W hen more units are built, the adwantage & lower
sost since mare units share the cost of land and infrastructure. vet, atthe same time, mare ¢ars have to be accommaodated an the site, which may

lower the overall curk appeal of the project.  There iz, therefore, a need to find a balance bebvesn number of units built, paking, and cpenspaces,

The instructions thatwewere given at the outset of the study were that ne changes would be possible in the overall master plan, towhich we had to

remdin close. Wi e therefore had tovoork within the confines of the units themsehes.

The total number of units in Option 1 (originalzchemel vuas 89 In Option 2 we increazed the total number of unfts ta 106, W e ako introduced bua

nen) typas: arom oftriplexss atthe southern adge ofthe site, and awalk-up apartment buildin guith three apatments par floor. W esuggested that the
parking in the single-family units could hawe entrances from the frant, but it could easily have an entrance from the back with an allew.  The averall cost
of the project 22 a result was foundte be $11,215242. The density is 116 units per hectare.  One needs to note that the majority of the units are

under $80,000, which puts them within 3 somfartable affard ability range.

The number of units in Option 3 rese to 111, Also, the composition of the units changed. We introduced a new type: 54-meterwide duplex.  The

unit, common in MDG, permits large and small houws eholds to share the same structure and therefore we assumed, has a high maketing potential,

The cost of anupper unit of the duplex & estimated to be $68,703 andthe lover$116.0M2.  The number of triplexes was also incredsed. The higher
density creates a parking challenge.  The parking can be, once again, at the badk or at the front.  Back entranee parking will likehy affect the size of

the rear vard and this is a worthwhile consider ation.

Another new type was introduced in Option 4. Zipper lots contributed to the increase of the owerall number of units, bringing the total to 119, The
adwartage with this design i the mare efficient use of land. It s, in fact, a varigtion ofsemi-detached since 2ach unit has its own direst entrance from
the front. “ret, theland is used more efficientlysince the units are"zipped” inte =ach other. Thetradeoffizsinthereduced outdoorspace and the fact
that the frart units hawe front parking, which provides a bad image to the street One needs to note that the majorty of the unts are within 3

comfortable affordability range.

In COption &, the =ntire western row 5 made of duplexes and triphexes.,  The owerallnumber of units ros e to 125, There are onby 20 units with a cost
abowe F100,000, which makes the option highly affordable. The challenge & parking. Wi'e suggested that in order to maintain this high density level,
all parking at the wastern side willbe outdeors attharear. Thi will be done atthe expense ofthe backward size. Wea kept the wak-up units at the

same ratio with underground parking

The share ofthe triple=es and, as a result, the cverallnumber of units, rosein Option 6. W e offered 95 units of G-meter-wide triplexes with an average
floor area of 7o =square meters. Althoughthes e aresingle-floor units, we believe that similar tothe Med Home design, which was originated at MeGill,
the structure can be arrangewhereby the buyers will be affzred a chaise of the number of flaors that they wwishto acquire.  The row can be designedta
be a mix of duplexes and triplexes. Thewunits in this stemative are, once again, comfortably afferdable and will enable single peson hous eholds to

become homeomners.
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Overview of Planning Options

Planning Option-1(Original) : 4.8m Wide SF Units and

Walkup(two units per floor)

Planning Options-2 : 5.4m Wide Triplex and 4.8m Wide SF

AVENUE  MONKLAND

Planning Options-3 : 6m Wide Triplex,5.4m Wide Duplex

and 4.2m Wide SF

AVENUE  MONKLAND
=y I g
= | ==
[ L
== l Il
e el i
|_ Rl el
! [ nml
| | |
ree | \ '- |
i iole—.d =1
\ l = — —
i i i Type of Units ofu LTnifsr
z L=. 4 1 T i . Number )
g ; P : Type of Units |5t nits ] |[D42m sF 18
g 2 g i I l o s g 2 NN
% § Tvoe o Units NuUmber % l ‘ ‘ § [14.8m SF 25 % g XY 5.4m Duplex 10
{ 8 P of Units | % ! il i g 5.4m Triplex 15 $ E 6m Triplex 18
[14.8m SF 36 l —. _‘ ‘ — 1 Walk Up(2urFicor) 29 [—1Walk Up(2uiFioor) 29
1 Walk Up(2urFicor) 53 \|— % | = — = 1 Walk Up(3urFicor) 36 [—1Walk Up(3urFioor) 36
2 A
Total Number of Units 89 i % ‘| Total Number of Unitg 105 Total Number of Units 111
A/
Total Density(unitsiha.) 99 L | Total Density(unitsha) | 116 Total Densityunitsiha.) | 123
FAR 1.07 Tl FAR 1.02 FAR 1.04
Planning Options-4 : Zipper Lot and 5.4m Width Triplex Planning Option-5 : 6m Wide Triplex and 5.4m Wide Duplex Planning Option-6 : More 6m Wide Triplex and Fewer
5.4m Wide Duplex
AVENUE  MONKLAND AVENUE  MONKLAND
i =l
| 1
| [y
i lel
I l=l
| iy
|
=] =1
L. i.—.J
—=—— — = —
‘- ) [
| T . Number | . Number . Number
i [ g Type of Units of Units i g Type of Units of Units g Type of Units of Units
3 | — ; [ Zipper Lot 34 3 | — g 1 5.4m Duplex 30 3 % [ 5.4m Duplex 20
H |l T ] & 5.4m Triplex 18 H ll & 6m Triplex 30 H g 6m Triplex 45
i — 3 Walk Up(2urFioor) | 29 i — —J Walk Up(@urFicor) | 29 ] Walk Up@uFico) | 29
—— = ] Walk Up(@urFioor) 36 . - 1 Walk Up(3urFioor) 36 1 Walk Up@uiFicor) 36
Total Number of Units 119 Total Number of Units {25 Total Number of Units| 130
Total Density(unitsiha.) 132 Total Density(units/ha.) 139 Total Density(units/ha.) 144
FAR 1.13 FAR 1.05 FAR 11
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Planning Option-1(Original) : 4.8m Wide SF Units and Walkup(two units per floor)

Building Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quantity (s.m. Cost ($)
e = = 4.8mSF 2-story| Land 269 3,817 1,026,773
Construction 816 3,110 2,536,602
Landscape 30 2,262 68,843
Total* 4,177,051
4.8mSF 3-story| Land 269 1,020 274,380
Construction 888 1,210 1,074,800
Landscape 29 617 18,055
Total* 1,572,320
7.32m W 2u Land 269 1,527 410,763
Construction 714 2,565 1,832,593
Landscape 8 649 5,443
] F b1 Total* 2,586,119
g g % g % § 11.32mW 2u | Land 269 2,658 715,002
i g i g 3 g Construction 717 2,988 2,143,104
= = = Landscape 11 1,662 18,586
Total* 3,308,196
&
=
-~
Total 11,643,686
1. Units 2. Parking and Circulation 3. Openspace and Landscape 4.Overall alternative cost
* . Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Cost per dwelling unit* ($)
Legend Type of Units Number | Density of | FAR of Legend Type of Units Feiking Legend Type of Units -Openspace(rhz) Dweling Land Oopstmclion; | Landscape | Tolal™
of Units | Each Block | Each Block Indoor m |Outdoor— anate-| Public = 4.8mSF 2-story 34,217 93,202 2,452 149,352
L] 4.8m SF 36 74 0.86 L 1 4.8m SF 36 L 1 4.8m SF 2880 4.8mSF 3-stony 34,217 149,664 2,452 214,283
] Walk Up(uFioo 53 127 1.33 ] Walk Up(2U/Fioor) 53 ] Walk Up(2U/Fioor) 2390 7.32m W 2u 14,164 62,141 188 87,967
Total Number of Units 89 Total Number of Parking 89 Total Area (n?) 5270 11.32m W 2u 29,792 86,352 774 134,456
Total Density(units/ha.) 99 — -
FAR 1.07 : Inner u.nlt. .
**: Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
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Planning Option-2 : 5.4m Wide Triplex and 4.8m Wide SF Units

Building Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quantity (s.m. Cost ($)
T g N 4.8mSF 2-stony| Land 269 3,817 1,026,773
¥ Construction 823 2,880 2,370,346
!‘ Landscape 28 2,377 65,692
i Total* 3,982,233
i 5.4m Triplex Land 269 1,020 274,380
i_ Construction 929 972 903,285
| Landscape 35 696 24,469
\ Total* 1,382,454
_‘ W 2u Land 269 1,527 410,763
''''''' - Construction 742 2,435 1,806,090
! Landscape 7 715 4,980
T :
i % % g Total 2,555,108
% _ | ; % é % g W 3u Land 269 2,658 715,002
; 7! g : g ; g Construction 729 2,922 2,131,740
= || I = < Landscape 1" 1,684 18,869
_______ | Total* 3,295,453
Total 11,215,248
1. Units 2. Parking and Circulation 3. Openspace and Landscape 4.Overall alternative cost
* : Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Cost per dwelling unit* ($)
Legend Type of Units Number | Density of | FAR of Legend Type of Units Parking Legend Tiypie:of Lnis .Openspace(nlﬂ) Dwelling Land Construction | Landscape | Total**
of Units | Each Block | Each Block Indoor m |Outdoon:| Pr|vate-| Public = 4.8mSF 2-story 34,217 93,202 2,452 149,352
L] 4.8m SF 25 L] 4.8m SF 25 L ] 4.8m SF 2240 5.4m Triplex 18,292 58,183 1,631 89,822
5.4m Triplex 15 B b2 5.4m Triplex 9 6 5.4m Triplex 445 W 2u 13,692 59,393 166 84,239
] Walk Up@uFioor) 29 ] Walk Up@uFioo) 29 ] Walk Up(2uiFicor) 715 W 3u 19,861 57,263 524 89,295
] Walk Up@3UFioor) 36 195 128 [ ] Walk Up(aUFioon) 36 [ ] Walk Up(3U/Fioor) 1680 :
Total Number of Units 105 Total Number of Parking 105 Total Area (n?) 5080 " ¢ Inner unit. ,
** : Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Total Density(units/ha.) 116
FAR 1.02
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Planning Options-3 : 6m Wide triplex,5.4m Wide Duplex and 4.2m Wide SF Units

Building Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quantity (s.m. Cost ($)
- B = 4.2mSF 2-story] Land 269 2,588 696,172
M) =N Construction 911 1,814 1,653,522
! ‘- | Landscape 28 1,681 47,267
!l “ | Total* 2,756,505
= i 5.4m Duplex Land 269 933 250,977
|_ | | Construction 837 648 542,542
| a | | Landscape 34 609 20,613
L—= . L Total* 936,252
! l l 6.0m Triplex Land 269 1,303 350,507
‘ | ddAl ! \ Construction 891 1,296 1,154,778
WE— ! I | Landscape 32 871 27,894
% ||_ | = 5 % ll_ % Total* 1,763,156
g ; % ‘ | - é g l . g W 2u Land 269 1,627 410,763
% E % ‘ | F % | F Construction 742 2,435 1,806,090
= = g { = r Landscape 7 715 4,980
\;m |l j —— Total* 2,555,108
'| 5 | W 3u Land 269 2,658 715,002
i =t Construction 729 2,922 2,131,740
L LAAR Landscape 1 1,684 18,869
"~~~ Total* 3,295,453
Total 11,306,474
1. Units 2. Parking and Circulation 3. Openspace and Landscape 4.Overall alternative cost
* ¢ Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Cost per dwelling unit* ($)
Legend Type of Units |'\umber | Density of | FAR of Legend Type of Units 2 Legend Tl | ot eeling Land Construction | Landscape | Total™
of Units | Each Block | Each Block Indoor m |Outdoors Prlvate-| Public = 4.2mSF 2-story 29,940 90,203 2,402 140,927
] 4.2m SF 18 ] 42m SF 18 L 1 4.2m SF 1570 5.4m Duplex|U 20,078 38,015 1,649 68,703
77777 5.4m Duplex 10 95 0.83 V27777 5.4m Duplex 4 6 V27777 5.4m Duplex 390 L 30,117 68,289 2,474 116,012
% : 6m Triplex 18 : 6m Triplex 10 8 6m Triplex 560 6.0m Triplex 19,473 62,358 1,550 95,888
] Walk Upeurioor) 29 ] Walk Upurieon 29 ] Walk UpieUrrioon 715 de 13,692 Sia8s 150 od.299
o alUpEed) | 55 155 128 T ol Uit S8 — e LS 1680 w 3u . 19,861 57,263 524 89,295
Total Number of Units 111 Total Number of Parking 111 Total Area () 4915 - IT:(:L::::; Overhead & Profit (15%).
Total Density(units/ha.) 123
FAR 1.04

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN ARCHITECT

PLANNING OPTIONS 26




Planning Options-4 : Zipper Lot and 5.4m Width Triplex

Building Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quantity (s.m. Cost ($)
N I e Zipper Lot | Land 269 3,678 989,382
: —\ Construction 1,100 3,580 3,939,976
ll |‘ : Landscape 30 1,888 56,558
i | i Total* 5,733,803
i | i 5.4m Triplex Land 269 1,135 305,315
| | ' Construction 924 1,166 1,077,834
| | . Landscape 28 746 20,633
‘ | || Total* 1,614,349
! 1 RE=L W 2u Land 269 1,527 410,763
‘“ ''''' I : Construction 742 2,435 1,806,090
ﬂ:l;_ i I Landscape 7 715 4,980
Al | 1 Total* 2,555,108
5 - § 5 ‘| Il _ § 5 § W 3u Land 269 2,658 715,002
; T g : i P! g ; g Construction 729 2,922 2,131,740
g \_Iji— % \. ----- | £ Landscape 11 1,684 18,869
_______ 3 |.;; s Total* 3,295,453
=
1=
=
C
Total 13,287,199
1. Units 2. Parking and Circulation 3. Openspace and Landscape 4.Overall alternative cost
* : Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Cost per dwelling unit* ($)
Legend Type of Units | NUmber | Density of | FAR of Legend Type of Units Parking Legend Type of Units |- Penepaca(m?) 2IEling Land Donstiuction | landscaps | Total™
of Units | Each Block | Each Block Indoor m |Qutdooro Pr|vate-| Public = Zipper Lot 26,732 113,444 1,441 162,860
L] Zipper Lot 34 L] Zipper Lot 34 L] Zipper Lot 1600 5.4m Triplex 16,962 58,183 1,146 87,735
5.4m Triplex 18 1eo ! 5.4m Triplex 10 8 5.4m Triplex 525 W 2u 13,692 59,393 166 84,239
] Walk Up(UFioo) 29 1 Walk Up(2UrFioo) 29 1 Walk Up(2UrFioor) 715 W 3u 19,861 57,263 524 89,295
] Walk Up(UiFioor) 36 195 1.28 [ ] Walk Up@3UrFioor) 36 [ ] Walk Up(3U/Fioor) 1680 :
Total Number of Units 119 Total Number of Parking 119 Total Area () 4520 " ¢ Inner unt. ,
** - Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Total Density(units/ha.) 132
FAR 1.13
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Planning Option-5 : 6m Wide Triplex and 5.4m Wide Duplex

Building Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quantity (s.m. Cost ($)
AVENUE  MONKLAND AVENUE  MONKLAND
. 5.4m Duplex Land 269 2,617 703,973
= —] Construction 837 1,944 1,627,626
= !
% ! Landscape 28 1,645 46,095
= ! Total* 2,734,348
B-= 6.0m Triplex | Land 269 2,200 591,800
=
%’,} Construction 883 1,440 1,270,818
:_%:JJ Landscape 26 1,480 39,210
E—— Total* 2,187,102
=) W 2u Land 269 1,527 410,763
=
=l : Construction 742 2,435 1,806,090
= |
=2 —1 Landscape 7 715 4,980
I = i : g Total* 2,555,108
= H -
g : g = ] = : g : W 3u Land 269 2,658 715,002
1 g H = | F i g Construction 729 2,922 2,131,740
= = _E‘%_‘n — | = Landscape 1 1,684 18,869
= ! ‘L _! Total* 3,205,453
% ! .........
2| |
,_,-'i:‘_l H
= |
e i
]
Total 10,772,011
1. Units 2. Parking and Circulation 3. Openspace and Landscape 4.Overall alternative cost
*: Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Cost per dwelling unit* ($)
Legend Type of Units Number | Density of | FAR of Legend Type of Uriits Parking Legend Type of Units Openspace(m?) Dwelling Land Construction | Landscape | Total**
of Units | Each Block | Each Block Indoor m |Qutdoor= Private-| Public = 5.4m Duplex|U 18,773 38,015 1,229 66,720
L 1] 5.4m Duplex 30 124 0.85 L ] 5.4m Duplex 30 L ] 5.4m Duplex 545 L 28,159 68,289 1,844 113,036
V277777 6m Triplex 30 ’ V277777 6m Triplex 30 V777777 6m Triplex 485 6.0m Triplex 19,727 41,531 1,307 71,950
1 Walk Up(@uFieor) 29 ] Walk UpuFieor) 29 ] Walk Up(2urFicor) 715 W 2u 13,692 59,393 166 84,239
] Walk Up@Urio) 36 185 128 ] Walk Up@uFco) 36 ] Walk Up(aurFioon 1680 Wi 19,861 57,263 524 89,295
* . Inner unit.
Total Number of Units 125 Total Number of Parking 125 Total Area () 3425
Total Density(units/ha.) 139
FAR 1.05

** . Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
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Planning Option-6 : More 6m Wide Triplex and Fewer 5.4m Wide Duplex

> o > : Building Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quantity (s.m. Cost ($)
= e N 5.4m Duplex | Land 269 1,747 470,010
. . Construction 837 1,296 1,085,084
|i ll Landscape 26 1,099 30,546
i i Total* 1,823,486
i i 6.0m Triplex Land 269 3,085 829,862
i_ | Construction 883 2,160 1,906,227
| | Landscape 28 2,005 55,458
| | Total* 3,210,279
=l W 2u Land 269 1,527 410,763
e —1 STV Construction 742 2,435 1,806,090
: l:l“” [ Landscape 7 715 4,980
: — —1 Total* 2,555,108
g : : g == : : : W 3u Land 269 2,658 715,002
| ! g g E Construction 729 2,922 2,131,740
= Ltt— * — % Landscape 11 1,684 18,869
e B ll Rassaneil g Total* 3,295,453
'!
|
I !  I— i
S
Total 10,884,326
1. Units 2. Parking and Circulation 3. Openspace and Landscape 4.Overall alternative cost
* 1 Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Cost per dwelling unit* ($)
Legend Type of Units Numper Density of | FAR of Legend Type of Units Faiking Legend Type of Units -Openspace(n.f") Bwelling Land Construction | Landscape Total™
of Units | Each Block | Each Block Indoor = Outdoore Private m| Public = 5.4m Duplex|U 18.800 38,015 1222 66,743
] 5.4m Duplex 20 - 0.08 1 5.4m Duplex 6 14 L 5.4m Duplex 310 L 28,201 68,289 1,833 113,071
6m Triplex 45 ' 6m Triplex 45 6m Triplex 500 6.0m Triplex 18,441 41,531 1,232 70,385
] Walk Up(uFiooy 29 ] Walk Up(uFioo) 29 ] Walk Up(2uiFioon) 715 W2u 13,692 59,393 166 84,239
] Walk Up@Urioon 36 195 1.28 ] Walk Up@UFioon 36 ] Walk Up(3UrFioon 1680 Wioa 19,861 57,263 ned 89,295
Total Number of Units 130 Total Number of Parking 130 Total Area () 3205 - Ineriong, _
** : Including Overhead & Profit (15%).
Total Density(units/ha.) 144
FAR 1.1
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Option-1 (Original Design)

Advantage ---- In option1, each unit has its own private backyard and the area of private open space is the biggest among the six
options. Another appealing point in option1 is all units, except for the walkup units, are single family homes. This type
of housing will provide a comfortable living enviornment by reducing disturbance from other units.

Disadvantage - In option1, although single family housing will creat a relatively comfortable living environment, the disadvantage it
bring out is also obvious. The density in option1 is the lowest and cost for the units are the most expensive among
the six options. Since there are only two types of housing, single family unit and walkup units, the range of unit choices
is narrow. Another disadvantage is that there is no parking garage in the single family units. Outdoor parking is
unappealing in winter.

Option-2

Advantage ---= |n option 2, because the overall units number is increased by adding the 5.4m wide triplexs, the density is increased
accordingly. This change will help to decrease the cost of triplex unit. So, compared with option1, three types of units
are provided in option 2 with lower price. All parking solutions for 4.8m wide single family units are indoor parking.

Disadvantage - In option2, the triplexs help to decrease the cost of unit and increase the density, however, the units in the trilplexs will
sacrifice the private open space. Especially, the units in upper floor will not have space for outdoor activities. Since
more parking space is needed. Because of the increased units number, some of the parking solution for the triplexs is
outdoor parking in the backyard. So some of green space will be losed.

Option-3

Advantage ---- In option 3, the adavantage is that there are more types of unit with different cost to meet range of potential buyers'
need. More choices are provided in option3. There are five types of units, 4.2m SF, 5.4m duplex, 6.0m triplex, and the
other two kinds of walkup units. The cost ranges from $140,927 to $68,703 to meet people with different. Another
appealing advantage is most of parking solution is indoor.

Disadvantage - Option 3 has the same weakness as the option 2. Although the density and units number are increased greatly, the
units in trilplexs and duplex will sacrifice some quality of living enviornment, such as losing the backyard. Especially,
the units in upper floor will not have space for outdoor activities. Since more parking space is needed because of
increase of units number, some of the parking solution for triplexs and duplex is outdoor parking in the backyard. So
more greenspace area will be decreased.

Option-5

Advantage ---- In option 5, since all the units are duplexs and triplexs, the density and total unit number are increased further. The

cost of each type unit is decreased greatly, which ranges from 113,036 to 66,720. The cost is the most appealing point
in the option 5.

Disadvantage - The disadvantage of option 5 is obvious. High density will lead to sacrifice the quality of the living environment. First,

the unit in plexs is less comfortable than that in single family house. Second, the unit in the dupex or triplex will not
have private open space for outdoor activity. Third, because more parking space is needed, the lane and parking lot
take up more green space.

Option-6

Advantage ---- Based on the option 5, more 6.0m wide triplexs replace the 5.4m wide duplexs,so the density and total unit number are

increased further. And the cost of 6.0m wide triplex unit is lower than that in option 5. The cost of all the units ranges
from $113,071 to $66,743. The cost is the most appealing point in the option 6.

Disadvantage - The option 6 has the similar disadvantage as the option 5. High density will lead to sacrifice the quality of living

environment. First, the unit in plexs is less comfortable than that in single family house. Second, the unit in the duplex
or triplex will not have private openspace for outdoor activity. Third, because more parking space is needed, the lane
and parking lot take up more greenspace.

Table of Units Type, Units Number and Density of Six options
Option-4 4.2m 4.8m 5.4m 5.4m 6m Zipper \/(VM?JL'l(nigp %ﬂl‘uﬂ? Total Units| Total
SF SF Duplex | Triplex | Triplex | Lot per floor) perfioor) |[Number |Density
Option-1 36 53 89 99
Advantage ---- A new type of unit, zipper lot, is introduced in option 4. The advantage is the zipper lot can accmodate more units than .
the regular lot, and all units are single family house without sacrificing the density. The area of zipper lot unit is bigger Opt'on'2 25 15 29 36 105 116
than that of other types of units. in option 4, there are other three types of units except of zipper lot units. Most of i
parling solution in option 4 is indoor parking. Option-3 18 10 18 29 36 111 123
. o _ _ _ Option-4 18 34 29 36 119 132
Disadvantage - The weakness of option 4 is the private open space of zipper lot is much less than that of the 4.2m SF and 4.8m SF,
although zipper lot unit is single family home. This is because the zipper lot units take up more ground area floor, as a Option-5 30 30 29 36 125 139
result it affects the area of greenspace. The second disadvantage is the cost of zipper lot unit is the highest, because .
the architectural area of zipper lot unit is bigger than any other type of single family unit. Option-6 20 45 29 36 130 144
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Units Design

Seweral design principles inspired the concegtion of the proposed homes.  They all aim &t cresding afiordsble housing that will be acceptable by, and
suitable to, the needs ofthe anticipated buyets a5 well as ft with the neighborhood' s character. [0 order to reduce cost we have adsted severd cost
reduction messures that wwere reflected in dlthe propossd buildings.

Reduced size was & key feature in all the designs. Smaler homes are &t times hatder to design than larger ones, since one tries to svoid the
appesrance of cramped space.  VWhat vwe tried 1o dois to introduce |srge front and back openings in ordsr to incresse the amourt of natural lght that
will help crege @ sense of space.  Ancther stratedy was to locate the stairs dong the longtudinal wall, tothereby not block the core ares ofthe unit.
A messure that helped to aleviate the sense of smaliness was 1o hawe an cpen plan concept.  Combining Spaces (pimarily on lower eyl s) will not
orly make thee hom e el laroer, But sl result inocost sedngs s 1ess patitions ane built,

Having @ simple shape will contribute to lowering cost and to reducing construction tim e a5 well.  Thetendency is oten to assume that one needs to
conplicde the building forn in order to make it appealing.  Affordable homes can be simple, yvet elegant & the same time. A conplex home with
num erou s corners will affect the cost afthe foundation, the wdls, end the roof.  Conplex roofz may d=o be responsble for poor energy management
andl, theretfore, we tried 1o avold them inthe Benny Fann project.  Adimple shaped desion will &lso take lesstim eto construct, which will result inlower
cost.

Building taller rather than wider was another approach to cost reduction.  Two hbigdicket items in the cod of housing are commonly land and
intastructure.  Building verticaly rather than horizortaly can contribute to reducing the building cost of these items.  In addition, more homes are
using the sam e faundstion, which alzo constitutes & cost savings. By sslecting the proper raaf angle, attics can be imtraduced and the space Tnished
atthe odset or & alater date.  The other advantage of building taller is contribution to better energy m anagem ent ofthe building.  Since hest rises,
the upper loors and the attic will require less energy to keep wam . Another advantage that taller buildings provide has to do with urban appearance

and human scde. VWhen propedy proportioned, taller buildings will render & much nicer and com fortable scae to the strest.

Janing units was andher cod reduction measure. Both NDG and the Benny Famm area have well-established traditions of row housing, which we
folowed. The sadngs will be numerous.  Land and infragtructure are key feaures.  Ifthe homes ae aold s condom inium s (those amdler than 5.4
m wice], one sewver cut connection can be done for the entire row, thereby saving mare, The cost of side wals can also be reduced.  As far as
emergy management s concearned, by joining unts, one can assure that hest 1ost in one unt will be gained by the unit nest door.  Inner unts will
therefore be highly eficient.

When joining units to create a rove, we have svoided the crestion of s verylong rove. Such a design will ©ater repetition and monotony, we feared. |t
will alzo reguire the residents to pass throudh their units ifthey want to reach their backyard rather than approaching the rear from the outside. We dso
attern pted to offer choices with regard to the parking garages.  Narrowy hom es with & number of successive garage doors are not appesling and we
therefore attem pted to awoid them .

Suitakility bt ween people’'s dem ographic and economic stdus and the offered homes was another key aspect in the unite desian.  We considered
hoth the entire projed and the units them selves a=za fexble system. Rewersibility wasz a principal guide in all ourunits design.  The homes can all be
congtructed with indoor or outdoor parking.  Their interor is alzo flexibleto sllowthe kitichento be placed st the front orthe rear ofthe unit.  LAssodety
hecom esm ore diverse, one can expect tosee singlejperson and fanily households willing to buy units in the samebuilding . We therefore suggested
flexdhility of interor lawout s, and that & choice of building sub-components be offered tao buyers.  Inthe six-maer-nide tiplex and the three-unit walk wp
a buyer can purchase two 1oors, or adjacent units rather then one. The space can easily be combined to become a single dyvwelling. YWe also

recomm end that arrangements will be made to house disabled people and chaces of suitshle building com ponent s be m ade for them

Leaving some spaces andfor components for buyer completion was another cost reduction strategy that we esmployed in the unit design.  Basements
or attics can be left unpartitioned and can be completed when means become available.  Thework can be done by the occupants themselves aor by
hired contractors.  Recent years saw the growth of home renavation centres.  Components also became easier to install due to the simplification in
their manufacturing process.  As aresult, one needs to adopt an evolutionary approach tothe construction of a home and see it as an ongoing process
that might take years and be fitted to the occupants' life cycle changes.  In our cost calculation we also demonstrated how much can be saved if
certan areas in the house were to be left unfinished.

Inall the units, in order to save on plumbing cost, we have attempted to place the wet functions in close proximity to each cther.  YWhen wel functions
exist on cther floors, we attempted to stack them verticaly.  Some bathrooms can also be left un- or partially-finished for later completion.

Despite the fact that we did not provide construction documents, we strongly recommend that attention be paidtothe choice of good basic construction
materials.  Affordable homes need to be properly constructed in order to prevent future investment in maintenance and upgrade.  Cost reduction can
be achieved through reduction or better management of space rather than lowering quality standards.  Alternative exterior wall sections that contribute
to better energy management, while remaining cost-effective, must be explored.

Paying attention to the unit's "curb appeal” was another key aspect in our design.  Affordability need not imply cheap looking. By creating simple
design, yet articulating it with features like decks and balconies, one can also introduce elegance.  Colour can also add appeal to a project when
carefully chosen. WWe therefore recommend that attention be paid to stressing individual units by using different shades, or even by allowing the
accupants to select them.  Attention should also be paid to streetscape and to the landscape in front of each unit in order to further accentuate the

dwelling's appeal.
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ROW HOUSE: 4.2M WIDE TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS 1:200

i
@ "
L/
| - ¥
[=] |}
= H
™= = A\ -
]
==
I UNIT INFORMATION
[IE Basement 46.2m°
L Area - >
I First Floor 46.2m
L______ Second Floor 46.2 m*
| 4200
Total 138.6 m’
Basement Floor Ground Floor Second Floor
SECTION/ELEVATION 1:200 COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quality (s.m.) Cost ($)
PLANNING OPTION Land 269 111 29,940
Construction 895 101* 90,203
Landscape** 39 61 2,402
Total** 140,927
*: Living area.
A ** : Including driveway system, sidewalk system, wood deck for single
3 family, and grass.
= *** . Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.
3 = = a Construction Cost Reduction Alternatives
Rl g = E i , ,
g = = I Inner Unit End Unit*
— E i Cost | Saving| Cost | Saving
S =T = $) | (%) $) | (%)
& H = = & . All Floors Finished 90,203| 0.00 | 95,181| 0.00
==l E Basement Unfinished 85,596 5.11 | 90,460| 4.96
= — Second Floor Unfinished
g I = ﬁ 82,887| 8.11 | 87,865/ 7.69
; — Basement & Second Floor 78,280| 13.22 | 83,144| 12.65
& Unfinished
* : For the townhouse/rowhouse, the end unit costs more on the
land and the landscape as it does on the construction, compared
. . . with the inner unit.
A-A Section Front Elevation Rear Elevation Option 3
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ROW HOUSE: 4.8M WIDE

TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS 1:200

11100

Basement

SECTION/ELEVATION 1:200

3000

2700 ‘

9600

2700 ‘

Ground Floor

|1200 1200‘

A-A Section

Front Elevation

Second Floor

RN

T

rULLL

et TR

|

[

Rear Elevation

PLANNING OPTION

UNIT INFORMATION
Basement 52.8m’
Area - 5
First Floor 52.8m
Second Floor 52.8m’
Total 158.4 m’
COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quality (s.m.) Cost ($)
Land 269 127 34,217
Construction 810 115° 93,202
Landscape** 35 70 2,452
Total*** 149,352

ol W

*: Living area.

** 1 Including driveway system, sidewalk system, wood deck for single

family, and grass.

*** . Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

Construction Cost Reduction Alternatives

Inner Unit End Unit*

Cost
($)

Saving | Cost | Saving

(%) ®) | (%)

All Floors Finished

93,202

0.00 | 98,239| 0.00

F oA 408 o

Basement Unfinished

87,956

5.63 | 92,870| 5.47

Second Floor Unfinished

85,742

8.00 | 90,779| 7.59

Option 1

Basement & Second Floor
Unfinished

80,496

13.63 | 85,410| 13.06

* : For the townhouse/rowhouse, the end unit costs more on the
land and the landscape as it does on the construction, compared

with the inner unit.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR BENNY FARM

AVI FRIEDMAN, ARCHITECT

UNITS DESIGN

34



ROW HOUSE: ZIPPER LOT

TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS 1:200

5700

11100

! 1500 ! 6000 !

Basement Floor

SECTION/ELEVATION 1:200

908

00

T
I
I

Ground Floor

1200} 1 200’ 2800 ‘ 2800 ‘ 2800

|

A-A Section

Front Elevation

Ll

)

L1

il

Second Floor

I

Rear Elevation

PERSPECTIVE

PLANNING OPTION

A db d ab 5=

Option 4

UNIT INFORMATION

Basement 448m*
Area - 5
First Floor 448 m
Second Floor 448 m°
Total 134.4 m’
COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quality (s.m.) Cost ($)
Land 269 99 26,732
Construction 1077 105* 113,444
Landscape** 31 47 1,441
Total*** 162,860

* : Living area.

** ¢ Including driveway system, sidewalk system, and grass.
***: Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

Construction Cost Reduction Alternatives

Inner Unit End Unit*
Cost | Saving| Cost | Saving

®) | (%) ®) | %
All Floors Finished 113,444 0.00 (123,804| 0.00
Basement Unfinished 105,309 7.17 [115,216| 6.94
Second Floor Unfinished 104,864 7.56 (115,224 6.93
Basement & Second Floor 96,729| 14.73 [106,636| 13.87
Unfinished

*: For the Zipper Lot built in a row, the end unit costs more on the
land and the landscape as it does on the construction, compared

with the inner unit.
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12000

DUPLEX: 5.4M WIDE

TYPE OF UNIT

d
2700 ‘ 2700

FLOOR PLANS: 1:200

5400 )

EIE=E=

Fooo 1700| 2700

Basement

SECTION/ELEVATIONS: 1:200

A-A Section

A D OO (O

HEVEENNN

First Floor

Second Floor

Front Elevation

Rear Elevation

PERSPECTIVE

PLANNING OPTION

= A IO
e

Option 3

UNIT INFORMATION
Basement 62.6m’
Area - 5
First Floor 62.6 m
Second Floor 66.1 m?
Total 191.3m’
COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.)| Quality (s.m.) Cost ($)
Land U* 269 15 20,078
g 269 112 30,117
Construction | U 587 65** 38,015
i 1,054 65** 68,289
Landscape*** | U 34 49 1,649
I 34 73 2,474
Total**** U 68,703
L 116,012

* : Upper unit-second floor; Lower unit- basement and first floor.

**: Living area.

*** 1 Including driveway system, sidewalk system, and grass.
**** : Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

Construction Cost Alternatives*

Inner Unit End Unit**
Cost | Saving| Cost | Saving

($) (%) $) (%)
Second Floor Finished 38,015 0.00 | 39,986| 0.00
Second Floor + Unfinished Attic 40,297| -6.00 | 42,267| -5.70
Second Floor + Finished Attic 42,008| -10.50 | 43,979 -9.99

*: For the upper unit.
**: For the duplex, the end unit costs the same on the land and the
landscape compared with the inner unit.
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TRIPLEX: 5.4M WIDE

TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS: 1:200

L 5400
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First Floor
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SECTION/ELEVATIONS: 1:200
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Front Elevation

A-A Section

Rear Elevation

PERSPECTIVE

PLANNING OPTION

AT Ih i o 1o

Option 2

UNIT INFORMATION
Basement 62.6m°
Area - 5
First Floor 62.6 m
Second Floor 66.1 m?
Third Floor 66.1 m?
Total 257.4m*
COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quality (s.m.) Cost ($)
Land 269 68 18,292
Construction 898 65" 58,183
Landscape** 35 46 1,631
Total*** 89,822

* : Living area.

** ¢ Including driveway system, sidewalk system, and grass.

***: Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

Construction Cost Alternatives

Cost ($)

Inner Unit

End Unit*

All Floors Finished

58,183

63,273

*: For the triplex, the end unit costs the same on the land and the
landscape compared with the inner unit.
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DUPLEX: 6.0M WIDE - Indoor Parking, End Unit

TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS: 1:200

N 6000

12000

Basement

SECTION/ELEVATIONS: 1:200

i 2700 i 2700

11800
2700

2700

. 1400 [1000,
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T
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Attic

PLANNING OPTION

e

Cc
b
a
UNIT INFORMATION
Basement 73.4m’
Area - 2
First Floor 74.0m
Second Floor 74.5m?
Third Floor 74.5m?
Attic 38.2m?
Total 191.3 m*
COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.) [ Quality (s.m.) Cost (3)
Land 269 72 19,473
Construction 866 72* 62,358
Landscape™* 32 48 1,550
Total*** 95,888

T w

Rear Elevation

*: Living area.

** 1 Including driveway system, sidewalk system, and grass.

***: Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

Construction Cost Alternatives

Cost (8)

Inner Unit End Unit*

All Floors Finished

62,358

67,747

Ay, S W e

Option 5

*: For the triplex, the end unit costs the same on the land and the
landscape compared with the inner unit.
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TRIPLEX: 6.0M WIDE - Outdoor Parking, Inner Unit

TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS: 1:200
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A-A Section Front Elevation Rear Elevation

PERSPECTIVE

PLANNING OPTION

F A e o o

UNIT INFORMATION
Basement 734m’
Area - 5
First Floor 729 m
Second Floor 73.4m?
Third Floor 73.4 m?
Total 293.1m’
COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quality (s.m.) Cost ($)
Land 269 73 19,727
Construction 577 72 41,531
Landscape** 26 49 1,307
Total*** 71,950
*: Living area.

** ¢ Including driveway system, sidewalk system, and grass.

***: Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

Construction Cost Alternatives

Cost ($)

Inner Unit

End Unit*

All Floors Finished

41,531

43,605

Option 5

*: For the triplex, the end unit costs the same on the land and the
landscape compared with the inner unit.
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WALKUP: 2 UNITS/FLOOR TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS: 1:200

Unit A vz UNitA Unit B 200 UnitB
3300 | 3300 | 3300 | 3300 3300 | 3300 | 3300 | 3300

~|—A
e £
I |

g 3 =N = 8
g R [y S, 3
T 99 (@ apE @ | o UNIT INFORMATION
g \ g 2
i} s s [2:21 : Area Unit A 816 m
T = Unit B 81.6m®
8 @ IS
) I= = @ [] @
i I NIES =)
Total 489.6 m”
La
Ground Floor Typical Floor Basement COST ANALYSIS
Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quality (s.m.) Cost (%)
Land 269 51 13,692
Construction 732 81* 59,393
Landscape™* 7 24 166
SECTION/ELEVATIONS: 1:200 PLANNING OPTION Total*** 84,239

*: Living area.
** > Including driveway system, sidewalk system, and grass.
*** 1 Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

-

* . For the triplex, the end unit costs the same on the land and the
landscape compared with the inner unit.

(=]
2 d i : .
g ST [E[E i Construction Cost Alternatives
g =S i
_ 13 SHE i Cost ($)
2 [ED@ i Inner Unit End Unit*
g k i All Floors Finished 59,393 63,443
8 ﬁ
S
g

Front Elevation A-A Section
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WALKUP: 3 UNITS/FLOOR

TYPE OF UNIT

FLOOR PLANS: 1:250

Unit A UnitB Unit A Unit B UnitC
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SECTION/ELEVATIONS: 1:250
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u
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Front Elevation

| |
= [ f

Basement

PLANNING OPTION

UNIT INFORMATION

Area Unit A 85.8 m’
Unit B 70.1 m?
UnitC 85.8 m*
Total 7251 m’

COST ANALYSIS

Item Unit ($/s.m.) | Quality (s.m.) Cost (8)

Land 269 74 19,861

Construction 705 81* 57,263

Landscape™ 11 47 524

Total*™ 89,295

* : Living area.
** . Including driveway system, sidewalk system, and grass.
*** . Including Overhead & Profit (15%); inner unit, all floors finished.

Construction Cost Alternatives

Cost (%)

Inner Unit End Unit*

All Floors Finished 57,263 61,167

* : For the triplex, the end unit costs the same on the land and the
landscape compared with the inner unit.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Cesign and construction of afordable housing for Benny Farm requires that the inttiator follow a process.  The process will ensure that the
build designs wall suit the target populaion both dem ographicaly and economically. At the sam etime it will ensure tha a present and future

vaue be built up for the prgect as a whde. These studies led uztothe dravang of several conclusions.

. :

* The large number of single4erson househods jugtify consideting amaller units.  Offering duplexes and triplexes az wel as small walk-up
Lnit= will not only suit the dem ographic character of potential buyers, but will help reach affordakility targ g s.

& Current indicators point to a population annual incom e of less than $50,000.  This, once again, poses an afordability challenge that will
only ke compenssted for by incressing the density and by offering small size units.

¢ There is a sub=gtantid pool of renters inthe area from which, one can assume, many ofthe buwyers will be dravwn. Many ofthe renters are

oldet—maure houzehods—and som e have even saved the necessary down penyn ent.

.

* Bazed onthe household's income profle in M0 and the Benny Farm area, the potential buyer's incom e may range from $24 454 {o
FE0,000, Depending an the percertage of the down payment, unit s for these buyers should range in price fom $70,000 to $200 000, with
the majorty on lover cost units. It is also expected thet 5 sizesble number of buyers will e single persans with one incame,

Foning
* Oneofthe most constraining challenges in the project's design izparking,  Despitethe nesdtoinorease densty, one parking spa perunit

can bemaintained. The projed is currently well-served by public transit and one would assume that som e ofthe residents will have no car
at all.

architectural Confext

& The mark of a successhl infll project liesinthe ahility to weave it in nicely with the exiding contexd.  Great achievem ents were made by
mairtaining som e ofthe strudures onthe ste. & similar efiot must be made zothat the newe buildings will be designed in concet with
neighboring exdgting buildings.  Agpects that one must pay sttention to are the unite typology, sethacks, parking height, estedor msterals
and fegtures, roofs, doors, andd windowves, These are the wigible and somatim ez hidden elam entsthat make ofd and new ook unified,

Cosat Reduction Strategies
* There should be & range of cost-reduction Srategies, each contributing to an overall reduction.  Yet, the most effective strategies will be

thosa that will reduce width, move from aingle- to muti-familytypes, build in groups and hawe the car parked outdoors.

: ing O
* |n crder to achieve the affordability target, there must be a wdder ranger of dwellings than the one offered in the original propossl.  More
fanily unitz mugt be added. Cur Options 2, 3 and 5, which were elaborated above, offerthe biggest potentid to achieve unitz with costs as

[owyas $F0,000, which will enakle housshdds with lower incom & to purchase a hom .

it Desi

* |n order to achieve affordability, cetain principles mud be maintained in the unit design.  They are size reduction, sim ple shape, building
taller rsther than wicker, joining of units, offeing & choice of dvwelling leyout and interior inishes, leawes So0m e spaces unfinished, eficient
location of wet functions, good selection of building products and com ponents, and design with a curb appesl.
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Cost Comparison of Different Type of Units

Affordable for Family
Type of unit | Planning| Comparison Land Construction Landscape Total Cost with Household
Option Cost* ©) Unit**s/s.m. Analysis Cost* ) Unit**s/is.m. Analysis Cost* ©) Unit**sis.m. Analysis $) Income arround***@$)
4.2m SF 2-story 3 O O 29,940 269 Reduction of the width of the 90,203 911 Smaller unit, but the cost per 2,402 28 Smaller lot, indoor parking; 140,927 40,430 (Close to MTL Average)
lot square metre is higher than fewer pavement for both
that of a bigger one driveway and walkway
4.8m SF 2-story 1 O O 34,217 269 More units in a row reduces thd 93,202 816 More units in a row (inner units 2,452 30 149,352 42,847 (Close to NDG Average)
:‘ consumption of land for the cost less than end units)
2 |:| O 34,217 269 whole building/project, but not 93,202 823 Less units in a row (end units 2,452 28 Less units in a row: less 149,352 42,847 (Close to NDG Average)
for that of an inner or end unit cost more than inner units) pavement, which is expensive;
more lawn, which is cheaper
4.8m SF 3-story 1 — O 34,217 269 149,664 888 More living areas:lower base cost 2,452 29 214,283 61,475 (Close to Assumed
More levels:higher base cost Buyer-High)
Zipper Lot 4 . 26,732 269 Reduction of the width of the 113,444 1,100 Complexity of the layout; 1,441 30 Long walkway leads to the 162,860 46,722 (Close to NDG Average)
lot at only one end; More exterior walls and windows main entrance
Make the most use of the
depth of the lot
5.4m Duplex H 3 — 20,078 269 Share of the land ownership 38,015 837 Use of attic is an efficient solution| 1,649 34 Side and back driveways: 68,703 19,710 (Lower than B.F. Median)
L 30,117 269 68,289 837 compared with a full story 2,474 34 more pavement 116,012 33,282 (Close to B.F. Average)
H 5 . 18,773 269 38,015 837 1,229 28 Shorter walkway: 66,720 19,141 (Lower than B.F. Median)
L 28,195 269 68,289 837 1,844 28 less pavement 113,036 32,429 (Close to NDG Median)
H 6 [ 18,800 269 38,015 837 1,222 26 66,743 19,148 (Lower than B.F. Median)
L 28,201 269 68,289 837 1,833 26 113,071 32,439 (Close to NDG Median)
5.4m Triplex 2 ] 18,292 269 Less units in a row 58,183 929 Less units in a row 1,631 35 Less units in a row; 89,822 25,769 (Close to B.F. Median)
Side and back driveways
2-story — 16,962 269 More units in a row 58,183 924 More units in a row 1,146 28 87,735 25,170 (Close to B.F. Median)
6.0m Triplex (- 19,473 269 More units in a row 62,358 891 One more story 1,550 32 Side and back driveways 95,888 27,509 (lower than Assumed
3-story Buyer-Low)
6.0m Triplex o =) 19,727 269 41,531 883 1,307 26 71,950 20,642 (Lower than B.F. Median)
2-story :‘ 18,441 269 More units share the land 41,531 883 1,232 28 70,385 20,193 (Lower than B.F. Median)
ownership
7.32m W2u 1 O 14,164 269 62,141 714 188 8 87,967 25,237 (Close to B.F. Median)
11.32m W2u 1 O 29,792 269 86,352 717 774 1 134,456 38,574 (Lower than MTL Average
W2u 2,3,4,5,6 (- 13,692 269 Get one more unit by narrowing 59,393 742 Smaller unit, but the cost per 166 7 More units share the common 84,239 24,167 (Close to B.F. Median)
the wedth of the unit square metre is higher than space
that of a bigger one
W3U 2,3,4,5,6 — 19,861 269 Get more units by narrowing 57,263 729 Smaller unit, but the cost per 524 11 More units share the common 89,295 25,618 (Close to B.F. Median)
the wedth of the unit square metre is higher than space
that of a bigger one;
Share of the common facilities

*: Cost for the inner unit.

**: Cost per square metre for the whole building.

*** . See "Table : Income, Home Price and Downpayment" at page "AFFORDABILITY".
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